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REMARICS 

Claims 1-6, S 2nd 16 remain pending m the above-identified application. 



Claim Amendments 

By this amendment, claim .1 S is canceled and the limitations thereof added to claim 1. 
No new matter is added, by this amendment. 
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"It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 

the invention was made to reasonably expect the spray dried materia.! of Atkinson, 
as ir; Example 11, to have a bulk density, particle size, dissolution rate, 
mieroporous capacity, capability of releasing a bubble, and a localized structure 
within those recited: and the base powders, as in Example 24 and 25, to have a 
bulk density and particle size as those recited because similar c oppositions, 
simiiir ingredients and the same spray- drying process have been utilized. In 
addition, the final product, which was a blend of the spray-dried carder material 
and spray-dried base powder, has a bulk density of about 500 g/i. hence each of 
the spray dried carrier material and spray-dried pow der, prior to blending should 
also have the same bulk density, particle size and properties as those recited." 



This rejection is respectfully traversed to the extent deemed to apply to the claims as 
amended. 

By way of review, the claimed invention is directed to composite detergent particles 
which comprise detergent additive particles (a) mixed with detergent particles (b) in a specific 
ratio that the detergent particles (b) are present among the detergent additive particles (a), 
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I be oi pei.u- e:2ee* - r,' the p^eocm ^ entu»n are amply demonstrated by applicants' 
Lvi-roles :nd Comp\:dme ^xa nplts (. i npiratiw Particle? 1 and 2 at Table i correspond to 
tic aa\ ret o i M\ "son ^ k \c ; co ns *er *o non-iomc suifaetarn m ?he amount of ZP,<> bv 
v. e^ru -a ht h f,n - \\f 1 on.s, le oi i.ie o* ^vd range of less thars o' 1 o by weight. Comparatn e 
Icrix ts » and „ c^.ar .S^-hv Vve.gK oi LAS-NavTnch die also wei! outside of the claused 
range. 

Further, the results of the table entitled "Detergent Additive Particles or Comparative 
Panicles/Detergent. Particles ::: 30/70 (weight ratio)"' at Table 3 (pages 63-64 of the specification) 
demonstrate the effect upon the "Remaining Ratio" value which is an index for evaluating 
distributivity from the dispenser based on the amount of surfactant present. The table confirms 
that the ' 'Remaining Ratio'' of the Comparative examples containing Comparative Particles I 
and 2 corresponding to Atkinson (page 64 of specification) are very undesir^je m comparison 
with the Remaining Ratio of the Examples directed to Additives Particles at the bottom of page 
63. 

With regard to the ratios of detergent additive/detergent particles exemplified in the 
comparative data, detergent additive/detergent weight ratios of 0/100, 5/95, 10/90 and 30/70 are 
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exemplified. The claims as amended now recue a raitn <r detergent additive panicle^ (as 
deteri^-nt par scks tb} of 20 50-35/65. As such, the t^xemphikd rat o of 30 70 fails v> ithm the 
riasnu'd brvenhun, while the other exenplified ratios do not. Advantageous remits w ith respect 
to obtasmng a low '"Runammg Ratio'' cie <-cheyed bv u?e o^the ratio of^'J/liK a« opposed to the 
other exemplified wughi ration which fail outside of the scope of the claimed hnntatiom 

Further, the Examiner asserts that the limitation "'less than 6% by weight" does not 
patentabiy distinguish over the prior art. However, the above- discussed comparative data is 
believed to overcome any prima facie case of obviousness believed presented by the Examiner, 
as applicants have clearly demonstrated that the presence of amounts of surfactant in the amount 
taught by the reference fails to enable the desired results to be achieved. 

In view of the above, the rejection is without basis and should be withdrawn. 

The application is now believed to be in condition for allowan.ee, and an early indication 
of same earnestly is solicited. 

Skxid th.n. hi, oi tstandm^ irattcis the x^cd to be iesobe 1 :n t -i, ore^t 
appl cat'on , e ! rstx ^ res; ect*u h requested ,o Lont^ct T o^r W TVikv (Reg Nu i 
at the tJepbooe nvnbet below, iv eonaue: an x erview m a: otton to ev.t>eeite riosecuoO.t \i 
eorvectvn w + b 'J- p~escnt appl cat.or 

A"pbca"to ii»bn A berew. h o "> vm-m* rs .he arxx o^ of M020 '■.)'-) .or ibc uat'csted i' j\x 
month extension of time. 
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Reply MOthrc V*i.*n t'ated J&uua^ 2.\2(>ir 



Attorney Docket No, i 422-0480? 



v r^vL^rs i i t;Con MSPionc. ue^ebv <k Uioh/OC ^ >\s cvk rnen,. t .ia ^"u;^ itpLcs, 
*Ow i^ige^vy^e^ c vdn ove] a\ rert to Deposit Vo^li,. No 0' ) -244$ or ^l/jUv. 
leot, ret aret ndc- rc ' R /jo. 1 1", ^artsciu^ \ evv oi l\r v? ret - 
Respectfuiiv submitted 

BIRCH, STEWART, KOLASCH & BIRCH, LLP 



By ^ . 

John W. Ba:le>,*12,S!ji 

? « ). Be* 74" 

Fa'Js Church VA :2(P0-0"74~ 
{703) I^-SiW 
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